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Orthodox R eligious B eliefs and  
Anti-Sem itism : A R eplication  o f  
Glock and Stark in  the N etherlands*
ROB EISINGA^ 
RUBEN KONIGt 
PEER SCHEEPERSt
The Glock and Stark theoretical framework on Christian beliefs and anti-Semitism implies tha t or­
thodox religious beliefs perpetuate secular anti-Semitism via particularism and religious anti-Semitism. 
Several critics have argued that the major weakness of this study is its failure to examine explanatory 
variables other than religious beliefs. This paper addresses these issues using data from a 1990-91 national 
Dutch survey. Although the results tend to support the assumption that nonreligious variables are far more 
important to the explanation of anti-Semitism and, too, tha t they attenuate the impact of Christian ortho­
doxy, the effects of the latter are by no means spurious. The most important conclusion of this paper is 
therefore that there still is, in Holland at least, a religious factor at work, albeit a modest one, generating 
anti-Semitic beliefs.
IN Jum erous studies have docum ented th a t  people who consider them selves to be C hris tians  
a re  more likely to be an ti-Sem itic  th a n  those who a re  not religious. D espite  the  large 
am ount of da ta  th a t  has  been collected on th is  issue, however, the  problem of w h e th e r  and, 
if  so, how and to w h a t  ex ten t C hris tian  religion p e r  se engenders  less compassion for Jew s 
has never really  been solved. Ambiguity rem ains  because m ost s tud ies  have no t been  th e ­
ory-guided, and consequently  th e ir  findings were pure ly  ad hoc. F u r th e r ,  in s tu d y in g  re li­
gion and  its  role in supporting  anti-Sem itism , one m u s t  always consider the possibility th a t  
nonreligious variab les  m ay create  spurious p a t te rn s  of re la tionsh ips. Relatively little  r e ­
search  has  yet been done, however, to de te rm ine  th e ir  confounding influences in  order to 
support or challenge the  assum ption  — held by m any  b u t  m ade explicit by a few — th a t  the 
C hris tian  churches a re  conducive to an ti-Jew ish  sen tim en ts  in th e ir  members.
This paper exam ines the role orthodox C h r is t ia n  beliefs play in religious an d  secular 
an ti-Sem itism  in the  N etherlands , using  d a ta  from a 1990-91 national D utch  survey. The 
s tudy  was triggered by the recent revival of hostility  tow ards Jew s  across m uch of w estern  
Europe. M any of those who try to un ders tan d  th is  upsurge  em phasize anti-Sem itic prejudice 
deeply en trenched  w ith in  E uropean  C h ris t ian  cu ltu re  and  h is tory  as the  core of the  prob­
lem. We therefore decided to exam ine w hether vestiges of th is legacy rem ain  in  H olland to-
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day. It is our in te n t  in th is  paper, first, to review previous s tud ies , no tab ly  the  sem inal 
works of Glock an d  S ta rk ,  to h ighligh t th e ir  accom plishm ents  and  failures and, second, to 
investigate  em pirically  the effect orthodox C h ris t ian ity  has  on anti-Sem itic  prejudice, w ith  
an d  w ithout controlling for nonreligious variables.
GLOCK AND STARK AND THEIR CRITICS
The s tudy  th a t  has  argued  m ost forcefully th a t  a large percentage of anti-Sem itic  peo­
ple have a religious basis for th e ir  prejudice — according to the  au thors, a t  th a t  time in the 
U nited  S ta tes  a t  le a s t  one-quarter  — and th a t  certa in  theological beliefs still play a causal 
role in  a n t i-S e m it ism  today  is Glock's an d  S ta rk 's  (1966) C h ris t ia n  B eliefs  a n d  A n ti-  
Sem itism .  In th is  research , which became the subject of hea ted  controversy, the  process th a t  
m akes  people vu lnerab le  to a religiously based hostility  tow ard  Jew s is postu la ted  as a m u l­
tilinked causal chain, w ith  each link tied to the  next, beginning with a rigidly held orthodox 
faith.
Glock and  S ta rk  a rgued  th a t  a religious doctrine  t h a t  claims an  abso lu teness  for 
C h r is t  and pos tu la tes  the  universal applicability of the  C h ris t ian  m essage predisposes be­
lievers toward a n  exclusionist s tance and  encourages them  to see the C hris tian  t ru th  as the 
only religious t ru th .  This com m itm ent to a particu la ris tic  version of C hris tian  faith  induces 
hostile feelings tow ard  all those not accepting the  trad itiona l C hris tian  teachings. However, 
because of the  Jew s ' visibility as a group in th e  U nited  S ta te s  and  th e ir  special link with 
C hris tian ity , Glock and  S ta rk  argued, i t  is likely th a t  if  hostility  flows from religious partic ­
u la rism  it will m ost often be directed aga inst Jew s. These hostile feelings tow ard Jew s lead 
C h ris t ian s  to hold negative religious images of the  historic Jew s of the biblical period. The 
th em e  th a t  dom ina tes  th is  religious hostility  — as d is tinc t from secular hostility  — is the 
charge th a t  Jew s a re  collectively responsible for the  d ea th  of C hris t  and th a t  they thereby  
have  provoked God's e te rna l  w ra th  and  p u n ish m en t .  This  ju d g m e n t  of Jew s  as “C hris t-  
k illers” is considered to have bearing on the evaluation  of m odern-day Jews: Jew s today con­
tinue  to bear the  s tigm a of the ir  rejection of J e s u s  C hrist. Finally, hostile religious concep­
tions of m odern Jew s  a re  considered to p e rp e tu a te  more genera l s tereo types and  to spill 
over into secu lar anti-Sem itism . For those who believe th a t  Jew s are  dam ned  on religious 
grounds, it  is only a  sm all step also to believe th a t  they  are clannish, dishonest, unpatriotic , 
an d  subversive.
This chain  of beliefs leading from literal orthodoxy to secular an ti-Sem itism  via the 
in te rm ed ia te  s tages  of religious particularism , religious hostility  toward historical, and  then  
tow ard  m odem  Jew s  provided the theoretical fram ew ork  Glock and  S ta rk  used to inves ti­
ga te  secular an ti-Sem itism . To th is  they added th a t  if  an  individual accepts norm s of reli­
gious liberta rian ism  — defined by the au thors  (1966: 86 ) as "an unwillingness to take  action 
tow ard  persons who are  perceived to violate one's own religious s tandards"  — the causal se­
quence may be pa rtly  broken a t  any of the steps leading from orthodoxy to religious hostility 
tow ard  m odem  Jew s. Moreover, they speculated th a t  orthodoxy, religious particu larism , re ­
ligious hostility tow ard  historic Jews, and religious l iberta r ian ism  do not have a direct effect 
on secular an ti-Sem itism . These effects are expressed  indirectly  through religious hostility  
tow ard  m odem  Jew s. This point they  regard  as crucial to th e ir  m ain  thesis.
Glock and  S ta rk  believed th a t  they had  es tab lished  th is  thesis  by dem onstra ting  th a t  
each  link in the  sequence is correlated with an  index in tended  to rep resen t  the  preceding 
links. Thus they  found, for example, th a t  “religious dogm atism ” — a composite index of or­
thodoxy, particu la rism , negative religious image of the  h istoric  Jew , and  religious anti-lib- 
e r ta r ian ism  — is positively associated with both religious hostility  toward m odem  Jew s and  
secu lar anti-Sem itism . They dem onstra ted  also th a t  religious hostility tow ard m odem  Jew s 
is positively assoc ia ted  w ith  secu lar an ti-S em itism , even w hen  religious dogm atism  was
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contro lled  for. Relig ious dogm atism , how ever, w as no t assoc ia ted  w ith  secu la r  an ti-  
Sem itism  w hen th e  effects of religious hostility  tow ard  m o d e m  Jew s w ere p a r t ia led  out. 
Hence religious hostility  in te rp re ts  the  re la tionsh ip  between religious dogm atism  and secu­
la r  anti-Sem itism . The a u th o r ’s climactic chap ters  in te rp re t  a t  length  the  positive correla­
tion between secu la r  an ti-S em itism  and  “religious bigotry” — an  om nibus index th a t  com­
bines the m easu res  for all preceding s tages  in the  p o s tu la ted  chain. On the  basis  of th is  
finding, the au th o rs  concluded th a t  there  is indeed a religious factor a t  work in  the U nited  
S ta tes  genera ting  an ti-Sem itic  a ttitudes .
Glock and S ta r k ’s research  has  received m uch appreciative a tten tio n  in  various pe r i­
odicals and  i t  has  s t im u la ted  a t  leas t  two replications in  which it  gained support: M auss 's  
(1968) s tudy  of M ormons and  K ersten 's  (1970) survey of L u th e ra n s .1 However, the s tudy  has 
also s ta r ted  a flurry  of debate. Several com m entators p u t  a "coup de grace" (Glock and S ta rk  
1973:58) on th e ir  agenda  and  criticized i t  on both  theoretical and  methodological grounds. 
Two issues deserve b rie f  comment.
Several review ers (Furfey 1966; Allport 1967; D ittes  1967, 1969, 1971; Levinson [in 
W illiam s e t al. 1967]; Vanecko 1967; Moberg 1972:62) have a rgued  th a t  Glock and  S ta rk  
constructed th e ir  theoretical edifice on tautologous associations by using as indicators of the  
in te rven ing  variab les  m easu res  th a t  critics consider to be indicators of the  dependen t v a r i­
ables. The decisive step  in  the  book is the au thors ' a t te m p t  to dem onstra te  the  effect of re li­
gious bigotry on the  evaluation  of Jew s in everyday life. Now th e  claim is m ade th a t  Glock 
and  S ta rk  had  s tacked  the deck in favor of finding a positive correlation betw een religious 
bigotry and secu lar  an ti-S em itism  by including the  following s ta te m e n ts  in  th e ir  religious 
bigotry index: "The Jew s  can never be forgiven for w h a t they  did to Jesu s  un til  they accept 
H im  as the True Savior" and  "Among themselves, Jew s th in k  C hris tians  are ignoran t for be­
lieving C hris t was the  Son of God." The s tran g e  point about th e  inclusion of these  item s — 
which m any would consider an ti-Jew ish  s ta tem en ts ,  a lbeit in  a religious context — is th a t  
they  create a n  artificial correlation betw een anti-Sem itic  beliefs and religious bigotry. The 
index  does no t c a p tu re  religious bigotry per  se b u t  "C hris t ian  opposed-to-Jews bigotry" 
(Johnstone, in M ayer e t al. 1966:601). Given the  n a tu re  of the  scale, there  is also no th eo re t­
ical reason to expect religious bigotry to produce  anti-Sem itism . It m ay also be regarded as a 
consequence of a genera l anti-Sem itic  a t t i tu d e  (Dittes 1967, 1969). In sum , Glock and S ta rk  
have not shown th a t  C h ris tian  beliefs are  correlated w ith  an ti-Sem itism  because the  former 
w ere not m easu red  by religious item s but, in s tead , con tam ina ted  by item s a lready  rep re ­
sen ting  an ti-Jew ish  beliefs .2
Equally im p o r tan t  is the  opponents’ com m ent th a t  the  Glock and S ta rk  model reflects 
lit t le  acceptance of previous research  and  th a t  th e ir  a rg u m e n ts  pos tu la te  too sim plistic  a 
view of the  re la t io n sh ip  be tw een  C h r is t ia n  beliefs and  an t i-S em it ism .3 Glock and  S ta rk
1. Fairly uncritical discussions of Glock and Stark include Harrington (1966), Wojtowicz (1966), Krebs (1968), Kirsch 
(1972) and Lâmmermann (1984). Discussions full of praise are by Choice (1966), Pfautz (1968), and Hadden (in 
Hadden et al. 1966:987), and reviews tha t criticize the study or manage to blend criticism and praise include Furfey 
(1966), Johnstone (in Mayer et al. 1966), Marty (in Mayer et al. 1966), Monas (1966), Vawter (in Hadden et al. 1966), 
Allport (1967), Dittes (1967, 1969, 1971), Greeley (in Williams et al. 1967), Heinz (1967), Levinson (in Williams et al. 
1967), Strommen (1967), Vanecko (1967), Williams (in Williams et al. 1967), Dashefsky (1970), and Kressel (1981).
2. Several reviewers complained tha t Glock and Stark failed to report measures of association between their key 
concepts orthodoxy and secular anti-Semitism. Middleton (1973) analyzed the Stark, Foster, Glock, and Quinley 
(1971:127) data and found the Pearson corrélation to be a mere .075. Lotz (1977), who reexamined the Glock and Stark 
(1966) data, found a coefficient of .185. He also argued tha t the exclusion of the secular anti-Semitism items in which 
Jews are compared with Christians would strongly attenuate the relationship.
3. See, for example, Monas (1966:97), Strommen (1967:53), Dittes (1967:187), Heinz (1967:77), Vanecko (1967:99-100), 
Greeley (in Williams et al. 1967:1009), Levinson (in Williams et al. 1967:1012-1013), Dashefsky (1970:234), Heinz and
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(1966:187) claimed th a t  the ir  in te rp re ta t io n  is "the only theory  a t  p resen t t h a t  adequate ly  
accounts for the powerful re la tionship  between religion and  anti-Semitism ," and  hardly  even 
alluded to the  work which has been done in the trad ition  es tab lished  by Adorno and  his a s ­
sociates, Allport, Rokeach, and  Srole, to mention a few. A re la ted  charge is th a t  they neglect 
psychological exp lanations of an ti-Sem itism  th a t  could have exonerated  the influence of re ­
ligiosity. As several opponents suggested, the  m ajor w eakness  of the  s tudy  is i ts  failure to 
exam ine exp lana to ry  factors o the r  th a n  religious orthodoxy, which p reven ts  resolution of 
the  problem of spuriousness. Although the au tho rs  point out th a t  the irs  is not a general th e ­
ory of religion and prejudice and  th a t  the ir  exp lanation  would no t likely hold for anti-black 
prejudice, they fail to consider the  possibility th a t  C h ris t ian  beliefs and  an ti-Sem itism  m ay 
both be caused by a p a r t icu la r  cognitive style, psychological orientation , or social charac te r­
istics. By not in troducing  control variables of th is  kind, they  leave the question of spurious­
ness un se tt led  and  leave open the possibility th a t  both religious orthodoxy an d  anti-Semitic 
prejudice m ay be common consequences of some th ird  se t  of factors. To p reven t m isunder­
s tan d in g s , Glock a n d  S ta rk  have, to some ex ten t, ta k e n  the  role of devil's advocate and  
searched  for several possible common causes of religion and  an ti-S em itism  th a t  m ight ex­
plain  aw ay the ir  findings: education, occupation, size of com m unity  of upbringing, region of 
upbringing, political allegiance, sex, age, and  P ro tes tan t-C atho lic  affiliation. B u t these con­
trols were in troduced  one a t  a tim e, not s im ultaneously . Moreover, they  did no t exam ine 
w he ther  th e ir  resu lts  hold up controlling for o the r  a t t i tu d es  th a t  a re  im p o rtan t  predictors of 
an ti-Sem itic  prejudice, such as anom ie (Srole 1956) an d  a u th o r i ta r ia n ism  (Adorno e t al. 
1950).
In reexam ining  th e  Glock and  S ta rk  da ta , Ploch (1974) showed th a t  on a crucial point 
th e ir  causal model w as not confirmed by the  findings, and  concluded th a t  "the d a ta  do not 
dem onstra te  a causal connection between C hris tian  beliefs and  anti-Sem itism . F u rther ,  any 
co rre la t io n  be tw een  th e m  m ay  be sp u rio u s  r a th e r  th a n  developm enta l"  (1974: 190). 
M iddleton (1973), too, dem onstra ted  th a t  secu lar an ti-S em itism  is not caused by C hris tian  
orthodoxy. The s tro n g es t  effects of orthodoxy on an ti-S em itism  in th is  s tudy  were not ex­
pressed  indirectly  th ro u g h  in te rven ing  variables, as in  the  Glock and  S ta rk  model, bu t di­
rectly. And th is  d irec t effect was negative, in s tead  of positive. F u r th e rm o re , a lthough  the  
religious belief variab les  together accounted for 15% of the  variance  in anti-Sem itism , when 
background charac teris tics  (family income and  education) an d  im p o r ta n t  in te rven ing  v a r i­
ables (au th o r i ta r ian ism  and  anomie) were held constant, the  15% reduced to 2%. Hence, de­
spite the ir  a p p a re n t  im portance, upon closer exam ination  i t  be comes clear th a t  religious be­
liefs a re  not as predictive as Glock an d  S ta rk  had  thought. The m ost im p o r ta n t  d e te rm i­
n a n ts  of an ti-Sem itism  in M iddleton's s tudy  were a u th o r i ta r ia n ism  and  anomie. Similarly,
V
the  findings of Hoge an d  Carroll (1975) failed to provide confirm atory evidence for the theo­
retical model form ulated  by Glock and  Stark. W hen background (age and education) and  so­
cial variab les (dogm atism  and  anomie) were controlled, the  effect of the religious factors on 
an ti-S em itism  d im in ished  to a more or less inconsequentia l point, d em o n stra tin g  th a t  the 
re la tionsh ips were largely spurious. Rokeach's dogm atism  and  Srole's anomie overshadowed 
the im pact of C h ris t ian  beliefs as predictors of an ti-Sem itism . Roof (1974, 1978) also chal­
lenged the  Glock and  S ta rk  theory. He argued  th a t  education  and , most notably, localism 
reduce the  influence of orthodoxy on an ti-Sem itism . T hese  reex am in a tio n s  urge  caution. 
They m ake clear th a t  Glock an d  S ta rk  m ay have  overes tim ated  the role C h ris t ian  beliefs 
play in  an ti-Sem itism  and, too, th a t  the  beliefs them selves m ay  be anchored w ith in  a larger 
constellation of cognitive and  cu ltura lly  based responses.
Geiser (1971:524), Middleton (1973:61), Hoge and Carroll (1975:581), Whitt and Nelsen (1975:329), and Roof (1978:27- 
28).
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Glock and S ta rk  exam ined th e ir  theory using  d a ta  from th e  San Francisco Bay Area 
(Glock and  S tark  1966) and  a U.S. nationw ide sam ple  ( S ta rk  e t  al. 1971) and  found it, by 
and  large, to be susta ined . O ur in te re s t  is to de term ine  the generalizability  of the ir  findings 
by using  cross-sectional d a ta  from a national D utch survey. We first exam ine the  influence 
of C h ris t ian  orthodoxy on an ti-Sem itism  as conceived by Glock and  S ta rk , and, second, con­
trol the  findings by in troduc ing  th e  background variab les  an d  social a t t i tu d e s  discussed 
above. Note th a t  our in te re s t  focuses upon the  general p ropensity  of the outcomes, ra th e r  
th a n  th e ir  dynamic characteristics. Like all cross-sectional analyses, th is s tudy  is unable to 
resolve the  am biguity  in the  direction of causality . Inferences abou t causal processes a re  
therefore ten ta tive  and  partia l  a t  best.
DATA AND MEASUREMENTS
Subjects
D ata  were ta k e n  from the  na tiona l survey “Social and  cu ltu ra l  developm ents in the 
N e th e r la n d s ,” conducted  in  the  w in te r  of 1990-91. Following a s t ra t i f ie d  probab ility  
sam pling  technique designed to rep re sen t  the  a d u lt  population aged 18 to 70, we selected 
1180 re sp o n d en ts  from th e  g en e ra l  D utch  popula tion . T he cross-sec tional sam ple  is 
represen ta tive  of the  D utch population, a t  least as far as the background characteristics sex, 
age, m ari ta l  s ta tu s ,  and  th e ir  com binations a re  concerned. Subjects were excluded from 
fu r th e r  analysis  if  they  had  m issing  d a ta  on any of the variab les  employed in  the study  a t  
hand. This list-wise deletion of incomplete da ta  reduced the sam ple used for analysis  to 728 
respondents, or 62% of the  effective base sam ple. Readers who requ ire  fu r th e r  inform ation 
on the  survey design are encouraged to consult the  guide, including codebook and  technical 
reports, of Religion in Dutch society 1990, by Eisinga et al. (1992).
A tti tu d e  Scales
The m easu rem en t of the  item s is also reported  in the guide referred to above and  thus  
will be only briefly described here. The seven-item  relig ious orthodoxy  scale (M okken’s 
(1970) reliability  coefficient rho = .87) analyzed the acceptance of trad itiona l beliefs about 
God, e te rna l life, the  Bible, heaven, hell, the purgatory, and the  devil.4 Religious p a r t ic u la r ­
ism  (two item s with an  a lpha  of .56) m easured  an  exclusionistic in te rp re ta t io n  of C hris tian  
faith, claiming th a t  the  C hris tian  t r u th  is the only religious t ru th  and  th a t  all those of other 
persuasions are misguided. The reliability  of th is  scale may seem  ra th e r  low, b u t  it  included 
only two items. If the  scale hypothetically had had  six items, for example, a lpha  would have 
been .79.5 Religious a n ti-S em it ism  w as m easured  by three  item s (a lpha  = .84) indicating  a 
hostile a tt i tude  tow ard m odern-day Jew s on religious grounds. They include the  charge th a t  
the  Jew ish  people, both contem porary  Jew s and  th e ir  ancien t forebears, are  responsible for
4 One reviewer suggested that this study does not investigate Christian orthodoxy’s contribution to anti-Semitism but 
fundamentalist ideas and their link to the latter. Indeed, our orthodoxy scale contains items — e.g., “belief in the 
devil” — tha t are unorthodox in the official theologies of several mainline Protestant groups in Holland. We 
nevertheless labelled the scale religious orthodoxy because this replication used essentially the same items as Glock 
and Stark did in their measure of Christian orthodoxy. Moreover, fundamentalism has typically been characterized, by 
Glock and Stark and many others, in terms of something external to belief content, e.g., ethnocentric mind-set or 
closed belief system (see McFarland 1989; Kirkpatrick 1993). Hence to use the term fundamentalism  would be at least 
equally confusing.
 ^ This coefficient was calculated using the Spearman-Brown formula: r ^  = £*rjtx/(l+(Jfe-l)rxx), where r ^  is the 
reliability of the scale that has k times as much items as the original scale, r ^  is the reliability of the original scale, 
and k is the multiplier.
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the  dea th  of J e su s  C h ris t  an d  th a t  they  thereby  have provoked God's e te rna l w ra th  and 
pun ishm ent. A nti-Jew ish s ta te m e n ts  of a secu lar n a tu re  were expressed  in the  seven-item  
secular a n ti-S em it ism  scale  (a lpha = .92). They include notorious stereotypes of Jew s being 
p u sh y , c la n n ish ,  a v a r ic io u s ,  a n d  co n n iv in g  (Q u in ley  an d  Glock 1979). To cover 
a u th o r ita r ia n ism , a six-item version of the  F-scale (alpha = .77) was derived from Adorno et 
al. (1950) and incorporated into the survey. Srole's (1956) personal anom ie  scale — six items 
w ith  an  a lp h a  of .77 — w as used  to m e a su re  social m a l in te g ra t io n  and  (political) 
powerlessness. Four loca lism  s ta te m e n ts  (alpha = .64), based  on Roof (1978), assessed the 
ex ten t to which the  responden t was oriented  to the im m ediate  social locale.
The scale scores for religious orthodoxy were obtained by counting the num ber of posi­
tive responses to the i tem s and  religious p a r t icu la r ism  was also construc ted  as an  u n ­
weighted additive scale. Each item  of the  rem ain ing  scales were scored on a 5-point contin­
u um  ranging  from strongly disagree to strongly  agree. They were subjected to the principal 
axis extraction technique with a th resho ld  of 1.0 for the eigenvalues. After items with a low 
in tercorre la tion  (< .20) or a low com m unality  (< .25) had  been removed refactorings were 
m ade and  factor scores were obtained.
Social B ackground C haracteristics
Next to sex, age, and  region, we included five background variab les  in the analyses. 
The variable  relig ious d en o m in a tio n  d ivided the re sp o n d en ts  into Catholics, C alvinists , 
D utch Reformed, m em bers of o the r  C h r is t ia n  churches, and  nonm em bers. E du ca tion  was 
indicated by the  h ighest educational a t ta in m en t:  the seven-point scale ranged from elem en­
ta ry  school to university . A single i tem  referr ing  to p o li t ica l  a llegiance  asked the respon­
den ts  to give a self-description of the ir  political o rien ta tion  on a ten-poin t left-right contin­
uum. U rbaniza tion , a ru ra l-u rb an  continuum , was indexed by several m easures  draw n from 
census m ateria l of the  N e therlands ' C en tra l B ureau  of S tatistics, including population size, 
density, and  heterogeneity  (percentage ru ra l  farm  population). Socia l c lass  was m easured  
by the EGP-index developed by Erikson, Goldthorpe, an d  Portocarero (1983). Sex, region, 
denom ination , and  social class were included as dum m y variab les  in  the  analyses below. 
The omitted categories were females, nonm em bers, west, and people who have never had a 
paid  job, respectively.
ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
Replication o f  Glock a n d  S tark .  To exam ine the influence of orthodox C hris tian  beliefs 
on religious and  secu lar an ti-Sem itism , m etric  variab les  were transfo rm ed  into s tan d a rd  
scores and th e rea f te r  m ultip le  regression analyses were applied to the  d a ta .6 The analysis 
was conducted in a two-step process. The first step was to reexam ine the  theoretical fram e­
work of Glock and  S ta rk  — th a t  is, the  chain  of beliefs leading from religious orthodoxy to 
secular an ti-Sem itism  via religious pa rticu la r ism  and  religious anti-Sem itism . The resu lts  
are  reported in  Table 1 .
6. Although the correlations between the independent variables were not strong enough to anticipate problems of 
multicollinearity, tolerance values and variance inflation factors (VIF) were obtained to examine linear relationships 
among the predictor variables. The tolerance values were all greater than .31 and the VIFs were all smaller than 3.27 
indicating low levels of multicollinearity. The zero-order correlations for all the variables used in this study may be 
obtained from the first author upon request.
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TABLE 1
REGRESSION OF ANTI-SEMITISM ON RELIGIOUS VARIABLES: 
STANDARDIZED REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND R-SQUARE (N = 728)*
Religious
P a r t ic u la r ism
Religious
an ti-Sem itism
S ecu lar
an ti-Sem itism
Religious orthodoxy .34* .13* -.02
Religious particularism .21* .02
Religious anti-Semitism .56*
R2 .12 .08 .32
^Coefficients significant at the .05 level.
As can be seen, religious orthodoxy has a moderately strong positive influence on reli­
gious particularism. Both particularism and, albeit more weakly so, religious orthodoxy 
have a positive effect on religious anti-Semitism, which, in turn, has a strong effect on secu­
lar anti-Semitism. The direct effects of orthodoxy and particularism on secular anti- 
Semitism, on the other hand, lack significance. This observation is inconsistent with 
Middleton's (1973) finding that religious orthodoxy has a direct negative effect on secular 
anti-Semitism. Instead, the results support the Glock and Stark argument that the effects of 
orthodoxy and religious particularism on secular anti-Semitism are expressed indirectly 
through the intervening variable expressing religious hostility toward Jews.
Extension of Glock and Stark. These patterns of relationship may be spurious, how­
ever, due to the lack of control for other predictor variables of anti-Semitism. Therefore, the 
second step in the analysis was to introduce additional explanatory variables to determine 
whether the findings presented in Table 1 overestimate the role of orthodox beliefs and reli­
gious particularism. A summary table of the results is presented in Table 2.
According to Glock and Stark, a rigidly held orthodox faith induces believers to adopt 
a particularistic religious view and adds to the ingroup a sense of “God’s chosen people” su­
periority. The Dutch findings presented in Table 2 support this argument. Religious ortho­
doxy and a Calvinist religious affiliation are positively related to religious particularism. In 
addition, one of the most striking findings apparent in Table 2 is that with the exception of 
education and political allegiance, nonreligious variables have no relevance to the explana­
tion of a particularistic religious view. Accordingly, no evidence emerges here for the critics’ 
argument that nonreligious variables are more important than Christian religious beliefs, 
at least insofar as religious particularism is concerned.
If we look at the results for religious anti-Semitism, however, it is clear that the intro­
duction of nonreligious variables substantially increases the proportion of explained vari­
ance. Moreover, they attenuate the effect of particularism and reduce the direct effect of or­
thodoxy on religious anti-Semitism to a more or less inconsequential point. It does not fol­
low, however, that particularism and orthodoxy have no relevance to the explanation of reli­
gious hostility toward Jews. Religious particularism has a substantial direct effect, and, be­
cause of its positive influence on particularism, orthodoxy indirectly affects religious anti- 
Semitism. It follows only that the influence of a rigidly held orthodox faith should not be 
overemphasized. Authoritarianism, anomie, political allegiance, sex, and localism all appear 
to be more important in this regard.
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REGRESSION OF ANTI-SEMITISM ON RELIGIOUS AND NONRELIGIOUS VARIABLES:
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND R-SQUARE (N = 728)*
TABLE 2
D ep en t V ariables 
Religious Religious S ecu la r
P a r t ic u la r ism  an ti-Sem itism  an ti-Sem itism
Predictor variables beta b beta b beta b
Religious orthodoxy .23*' .04 -.02
Religious particularism — .11* -.02
Religious anti-Semitism ---------- ----------- .41*
Localism .06 .12* .14*
Authoritarianism .06 .18* .18*
Anomie .01 .15* .03
Education -.10* -.09* .00
Age -.03 -.07 .15*
Political allegiance .08* .15* .07*
Urbanization .04 -.06 -.03
Denomination:
Catholic -.08 .02 -.03
Dutch Reformed .19 .06 -.19
Calvinist .41* .04 -.14
other denomination .47 .14 -.19
Sex:
males .07 .15* .09
Region:
north .21 .01 -.09
east -.08 .07 -.17*
south .04 -.11 .08
Social class:
higher professionals .12 .04 -.33*
lower professionals .09 .08 -.20
nonmanual workers -.04 -.09 -.28*
small proprietors .37 -.24 -.18
manual workers .13 -.07 -.13
R2 .19 .27 .47
* Coefficients significant at the .05 level.
— Variables not included in the analysis.
It is important to note that all variables except the dummies have been standardized before the analysis. Therefore, b- 
coefficients for the interval variables are requivalent to the standardized estimates listed above. Dummy variables for 
females (sex), nonmembers (denomination), west (region), and people who have never had a paid job (social class) have 
been surpressed.
Similar conclusions hold for secular anti-Semitism. Neither orthodoxy nor religious 
particularism has a direct effect on secular anti-Semitism. Yet the data do not warrant the 
conclusion that these variables have no relevance to the explanation of secular anti- 
Semitism. Religious particularism has an indirect effect on secular anti-Semitism through 
its impact on religious anti-Semitism. In addition, religious orthodoxy affects secular anti- 
Semitism indirectly through its influence on particularism and, thereby, on religious anti- 
Semitism. However, these indirect effects are not as strong as we would have expected given 
dock's and Stark's theoretical model. Religious anti-Semitism — which is by far the most 
important predictor variable of secular anti-Semitism — and authoritarianism, age, local­
ism, region, political allegiance, and social class, all overshadow the impact of orthodoxy and 
of particularism.
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SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION
This study empirically explored the relationship between Christian beliefs and anti- 
Semitism in the Netherlands using the Glock and Stark theoretical framework. In closing, 
three conclusions might be formulated.
The first is that our empirical findings provide confirmation for the model formulated 
by Glock and Stark. Before controlling for background variables and nonreligious attitudes, 
religious orthodoxy in Holland has a positive effect on secular anti-Semitism via its influ­
ence on, first, religious particularism and then on religious anti-Semitism. However, another 
conclusion is that the introduction of the nonreligious variables substantially diminishes the 
effects of orthodox religious beliefs. More important to the explanation of religious anti- 
Semitism are authoritarianism, anomie, political allegiance, sex, and localism, and more 
important to the prediction of secular anti-Semitism are, next to religious anti-Semitism, 
authoritarianism, age, localism, region, political allegiance, and social class position. 
Although the nonreligious variables overshadow the impact of orthodox religious beliefs as 
predictors of anti-Jewish sentiments, the notion that they create spurious patterns of rela­
tionship is not confirmed by the findings. Orthodoxy and particularism have a positive, 
though weak, indirect effect on religious and secular anti-Semitism. Hence, the third con­
clusion is that despite the reconciliation and rapprochement between Jews and Christians 
today there still seems to be, in the Netherlands, an orthodox religious soil nourishing anti- 
Jewish prejudice.
Finally, weaknesses in the Glock and Stark research model should not lead us to dis­
count the major contribution of their work. Despite the fact that there are shortcomings in 
both the conception and the execution of the study, it was nonetheless one of the most signif­
icant developments in the field. The fact remains that Glock and Stark, much to their credit, 
set out to measure the impact of Christian beliefs on anti-Semitism much more closely than 
any other religious researchers before. Moreover, while harboring a good deal of skepticism 
about their line of thinking, we cannot dismiss their theory out of hand. It would be difficult 
to find a sociologist of religion who would argue that the content and nature of the beliefs to 
which the person is committed has no influence upon his or her attitudes toward adherents 
of other religious faiths. And in the case of Christian-Jewish relations, there are probably 
very few students of religion who would deny that historically Christianity has played a 
substantial part in the development of anti-Jewish sentiments. In short, Glock and Stark 
overlooked nonreligious variables that reduce religion’s influence on anti-Semitic prejudice, 
but their opponents saw little else. And this remark is no less applicable today than it was 
some 25 years ago.
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